Social Protection is absent from the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), and only recently has gained some prominence in the post-2015 discourse. In the past quarter century, however, rising inequality has often accompanied economic growth. At the same time, the growing importance of risk and vulnerability on the wellbeing of the poor has been recognized. Further, there is now a consensus on adopting more ambitious goals on poverty reduction. Defining social protection as a collection of programs that address risk, vulnerability, inequality and poverty through a system of transfers in cash or in kind, this paper argues that social protection needs to be on the post-2015 agenda as a key element of the discourse. It provides an empirical overview of social protection around the world based on the World Bank's ASPIRE data set. Focusing on the goal of ending poverty, the paper estimates that social protection programs are currently preventing 150 million people from falling into poverty. Based on the ASPIRE data set, this paper develops, tentatively and for discussion, a set of candidate goals, indicators and targets for the acceleration of poverty reduction through social protection. We ask what it would take for social protection programs to contribute to halving the poverty gap in a country. We show that if all countries could achieve the actual poverty reduction efficiency already observed in the top quartile of countries, then 70 percent of the countries in our sample could achieve this goal. However, for 30 percent of the countries even reaching the top quartile on efficiency will not be enough-for these countries the issue is one of budgetary adequacy.
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Introduction
The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) were formulated in the 1990s, using 1990 as the base period to formulate goals and targets. As such, they reflect a perspective on development which goes back 25 years. Some elements of that perspective, for example the global concern with extreme poverty and hunger, have not changed and will continue to frame the post-2015 agenda. The focus on education and health, which was itself new 25 years ago, will also remain central to the development discourse in the years to come. However, the world today is different from that of 1990 in important respects, and development perspectives and challenges have evolved accordingly.
Climate change and environmental damage have accelerated, and the need for global consensus on action is now much clearer. Globalization and technological progress has brought historically high economic growth, but inequality has increased in many parts of the world, and countries that have bucked the inequality trend have only done so with pro-active policy effort. Macro-level vulnerabilities, as result of climate change and globalized trade and capital flows, have increased substantially. At the same time, as a result of better data availability and research, there is a far greater appreciation in the development discourse of the importance of micro-level shocks and vulnerabilities faced by everybody, but particularly the less well off.
The need to address extreme poverty, rising inequality, and risk and vulnerability, has led to an expansion of a set of instruments broadly classified under the heading of social protection. By social protection we mean a collection of programs that address risk, vulnerability, inequality and poverty through a system of transfers in cash or in kind. The last decade has seen a dramatic expansion in the number of developing countries that have established relatively large cash transfer programs focused on low income and excluded groups in society (Hanlon, Barrientos and Hume, 2010) .For many countries expanded social protection programs are important enablers of progress in other key development goals: conditional cash transfer programs have played a significant role in the achievement of the health and education MDGs; social safety nets have avoided negative impacts of crises on hunger and poverty 2 Comparing 1990 with 2015, it is striking how the focus on social protection has changed, in reality and in the development discourse. It was largely absent from the original MDG discourse, and from the MDGs themselves-as a goal, as a target, or as an indicator. Today, it would be fair to say that social protection has stopped being a silent partner to development efforts. However, less than half of the poor in the world have access to social protection.
.The growing evidence on impact of safety net programs (particularly strong in the case of CCTs as shown in Fiszbein and Schady, 2009 ) has facilitated their expansion including in low income countries. Since 2009, under the threat of the food, fuel and financial crises, dozens of countries have created new social protection programs, expanded old ones, and improved administrative systems to modernize governance and make their programs more efficient (Fiszbein, Ringold and Srinivasan, 2011) . 3 Social protection of any sort reaches less than a quarter of the poorest quintile of households in Africa. 2 See, for example, Berhane (2011) for an evaluation of the recent experience in Ethiopia.
While many middle-income countries have higher rates of coverage by social protection programs, these often operate under less than optimal conditions (e.g. substantial financing shortfalls, poor targeting, sub-optimal impacts, coordination failures among multiple programs). 5 Unlike at the time of the original Millennium Declaration, today there is an unparalleled opportunity for the world community to prioritize the social protection agenda and, in doing so, bringing equity to the forefront of debates. Currently, 80 percent of developing countries have plans to initiate or strengthen their social protection systems (World Bank, 2012) . This global interest is reflected in the UN Social Protection Floor initiative (ILO 2011) which calls on countries to establish or strengthen their existing social protection as an internationally recognized human right. However, expansion of social protection particularly for the poorest and most vulnerable in society in a sustainable manner remains a challenge. Complex issues are involved in defining the way programs can and should be designed, financed and implemented. The discussions on the post 2015 framework provide a unique opportunity to engage in a serious conversation on such issues. Whether as a goal or as a critical instrument underpinning many goals, social protection will need to be an integral part of the post 2015 framework. This paper is a contribution to the dialogue on the post-2015 development agenda, focusing on the role of social protection. While acknowledging that social protection can play an important role in addressing a number of possible goals, we focus our attention on the goal of poverty eradication. Section 2 of the paper sets out how the development landscape and discourse has changed since 1990, highlighting in particular poverty, inequality, risk and vulnerability and explores the role of social protection as an input, an output or an outcome of focus. Section 3 then provides some basic facts about patterns of social protection in the world. Based on the previous discussion, Section 4 develops, in tentative fashion, some goals, targets and indicators for social protection as part of a post-2015 agenda. Section 5 concludes.
Social Protection and the Changing Development Landscape: Poverty, Inequality and Vulnerability
The first Millennium Development Goal (MDG1) is to Eradicate Extreme Poverty 6
The post-2015 discussion is just getting started, and it is too early to know what its full shape will be. However, it would be very surprising if something like the current MDG1, eradication of Extreme Poverty, will not be part of the structure of goals-it may even remain broadly unchanged. Of course, the poverty picture globally has changed, so the targets may change. In particular, the target of halving the proportion of people whose income is less than one dollar a day has already been met at the global level, although not of course everywhere in the world, especially not in Africa and in fragile states. This evolution of the development landscape could lead to the adoption of a much more ambitious target for . The key associated target is to halve, between 1990 and 2015, the proportion of people in extreme poverty. The indicators for this target are: (a) Proportion of people below $1.25 (PPP) per day, (b) Poverty gap ratio (characterizing the depth of poverty at $1.25/day) and (c) Share of the poorest quintile in national consumption. The indicators thus recognize that within the context of robust economic growth, mitigating inequality is also an important aspect of achieving the goal of sharply reducing poverty. poverty reduction at the global and national levels. The World Bank, for example, is considering adoption of a target of reducing the proportion of people living below the "dollar-a-day" line 7 to zero or close to zero, and something like this target may well emerge in the post-2015 agenda. 8 Further, the global community may set itself a more ambitious agenda on time, to "bend the arc of poverty"
9
There are, however, two features of the situation in 2015, compared to that in 1990, which require going beyond the simple target focused on the percentage or population below the dollar-a-day line. First is the evolution of inequality, and second is the growing recognition of the importance of vulnerability of the poor to a range of risks and shocks. Let us take each of these in turn. and eliminate it much faster than a quarter century time horizon.
From the perspective of 1990, the development experience of the 25 years previous to then was dominated by the "growth with equity" miracle of the East Asian economies. These economies had managed to achieve growth with falling inequality, which paid a double divided for poverty reduction.
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There was considerable discussion and indeed controversy on how they did this, and on the lessons for development policy. This is not the place to revisit that debate and in any event the experience post 1990 has been quite different. The dominant experience of the last 25 years has been the spectacular growth experience by China since the 1980s, and by India since the 1990s. However, this growth has been accompanied by sharp rises in inequality. Indeed, in the last 25 years, concerns have grown about increasing income inequality within countries in the world. Even in the East Asian "miracle" economies, inequality has increased. In developing Asia as a whole, more than 80 percent of the population lives in countries where inequality has increased since the 1990s.
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This trend has been bucked by Latin American economies from 2000 onwards, but it is recognized that this has happened only because of concerted policy effort in these countries, which include significant social protection oriented policy interventions.
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An analysis of global trends reveals fundamental economic forces, which are tending to push inequality upwards. An opening up to global trade and to market forces generally initially benefits those best prepared to take these opportunities-those with more capital, better skills, and better geographical location such as coastal regions. Alongside these market forces, the forces of technological change are leading to more capital intensive and skills intensive production, and to rising skill premia, both of which push for greater inequality given the unequal distribution of wealth and of human capital. There is debate as to which of the two, technology or trade, is the dominant explanation, but that both are important is now accepted.
13
7 Although "dollar a day" is the expression used commonly, the actual line is $1.25 per day in Purchasing Power parity (PPP).
It is unlikely that these fundamental forces of technology and markets will reverse in the coming 25 years. Thus, without proactive policy, there will be a strong tendency for inequality to increase and for the goal of eradicating poverty to move further away.
Inequality is a key aspect of social wellbeing and may well deserve a place alongside poverty as a key dimension of the post-2015 framework of goals and targets. However, inequality is also detrimental to the achievement of the poverty reduction goal since it can dissipate the impact of economic growth on poverty reduction. For example, calculations for Asia show that if inequality had not risen, then economic growth could have lifted almost a quarter of a billion more people out of poverty over the last two decades.
14 Similarly, for Brazil between 1998 and 2009, had inequality not declined to the extent it did, annual growth would have had to have been 4 percentage points higher to achieve the same poverty reduction over this period.
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Consider now a second feature of development reality and development discourse of the past quarter century--the central role that risk and vulnerability plays in the lives of the poorest of the poor. These vulnerabilities, of ill health for example, were always present, but research and analysis has helped to illuminate their extent, magnitude and nature Thus measures to mitigate inequality will be important in the post-2015 agenda.
16
. Further, there is also evidence that these vulnerabilities have grown, as reflected in climate change driven natural disasters, infectious diseases, financial crises and other risks of globalization.
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• Firstly, the risks faced by the poor and their impact on wellbeing and peace of mind are not fully captured in standard poverty measures. Qualitative research brings this out strongly in the "Voices of the Poor."
The risks impact the MDGs and the post-2015 discourse in two ways: 18 In quantitative terms, the costs of this risk are like having an even lower income, for the poor. Further, if this adjustment is made for risk and vulnerability, many of those currently above the poverty line will have equivalent incomes below the poverty line, so that standard approaches may understate actual poverty.
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• Secondly, shocks and risks can have a medium term effect on household productivity. For example, the effects of a shortfall in nutrition on body development for babies during difficult times, is not compensated fully by an equal and opposite improvement in nutrition in good times. 20 When faced with these risks poor households do adopt strategies which can reduce (but not eliminate) risk in the short term. However, these very same strategies have long term deleterious consequences on their income, thus keeping them in a poverty trap. For example, they can hold back from adopting higher yielding but riskier crop varieties, or investment in human capital. Heltburg and Lund (2009) . 17 See, for example, Di Giovanni and Levchenko (2008) and Kose, Prasad and Terrones (2005) 18 Narayan (2000) 19 There is a large literature on measurement of poverty in the context of risk and vulnerability. For recent papers see Ligon and Schecter (2002) , DuclosArrar and Giles (2010) , and the papers in Addison, Hulme and Kanbur (2009) . 20 Hoddinott and Kinsey (2001), Tiwari, Jacoby and Skoufias (2013) 21 See for example Jacoby and Skoufias (1997) and papers in Dercon (2004) and Addison, Hulme and Kanbur (2009). Given the objective of rapid reduction of poverty, the prospect of rising inequality, and the importance of addressing risk and vulnerability, the logic of modifying and strengthening the discourse on MDG1 has strong validity:
• First, reducing poverty from its 1990 level to half that level is a different proposition from essentially eliminating it starting from its current level. This will prove a more challenging exercise simply because we are getting to the part of the distribution which is harder to reach.
• Secondly, if we want to achieve elimination of poverty on a more ambitious time table than the quarter century to halve it from its 1990 level, to "bend the arc of poverty," this will in turn add to the challenges and require some pro-active policies towards the poorest.
• Thirdly, given the fundamentally dis-equalizing pressures in the global economy due to technology and more open flows goods and capital, additional policy effort will be needed to achieve the goal of ending extreme poverty.
• Fourthly and finally, the effects of risk and vulnerability on the short term and medium term wellbeing of the poorest individuals and their children will have to be addressed.
When faced with the need to help poor households address and cope with the risks and volatility they face, and with the objective of achieving a more rapid, a more extensive, and a deeper reduction in income poverty and destitution than can be achieved at current growth rates, governments can use a range of interventions broadly described as "social protection." Some of these are focused on risk, like various insurance programs; others are focused on poverty, like conditional cash transfers; but many if not most programs can and do address both goals (for example, public works schemes).Their effects on poverty (and wellbeing) are both direct and indirect, creating the conditions for higher productivity and risk management.
When social protection programs work well, as a collectivity, they contribute to the achievement of a modified and extended MDG1-modified to incorporate a more ambitious time frame of poverty reduction in the context of rising inequality, and extended to incorporate the short term and long term consequences of income risk.
We believe, therefore, that social protection has a central role to play in the post-2015 development agenda. Specifically, we propose social protection as an instrument for the goals of reducing poverty, reducing inequality, and reducing risk and vulnerability. 22 22 It should be clear that even though elements of the MDG are independent goals of development in their own right, they are also interdependent in that the achievement of one goal can facilitate the achievement of another. The interrelationships between education and income are well understood by now, so MDG 1 and MDG2 are clearly interrelated. The, links between mother's education and child health are also well established, so MDG3 and MDG 4 are interrelated. There is now significant evidence that inequality is detrimental to growth (See Kanbur and Lustig (1999) and Berg and Ostry (2011) ). Thus reducing inequality as a direct goal is related in turn to the direct goal of reducing income poverty as in MDG1. And the micro level links between risk aversion and turning away from high return/ high risk activities like adoption of new crop varieties has already been discussed. To the extent that investment in education, especially of girls, is perceived by households as a risky proposition, risk and vulnerability also works against the achievement of MDG 2 and MDG 3.
Whether the inequality and vulnerability goals end up as separate goals in their own right, or are treated as sub-goals under the broad heading of reducing poverty, social protection comes in as a key instrument to achieve these goals. What we need, then, are indicators to help policy makers judge the extent of social protection, and how well it is doing as an instrument for achieving the goals. The next sections will take up this task by focusing on what is the most agreed upon goal under the MDG framework: the reduction of extreme poverty.
It should be noted that the MDG discourse itself is somewhat eclectic about final outcomes and instruments to achieve those outcomes. For example, take MDG4, reducing child mortality. The target is to reduce by two thirds, between 1990 and 2015, the under-five mortality rate. The three indicators for this target include "proportion of 1 year-old children immunized against measles." Clearly, this is an instrument for the target and the goal, not an indicator for the goal and target. Or consider as a second example MDG5, improving maternal health. The indicators for this include on the one hand the maternal mortality ratio, which is clearly an indicator for the goal, and on the other hand "proportion of births attended by skilled health personnel", which is equally clearly an instrument for achieving the goal.
There is another use for development goals beyond an expression of consensus on the objectives of development and the related question of the instruments to achieve these goals. This is the use of goal setting per se as an aid to development, through mobilizing political consensus, the energies of civil society, and appropriate volumes and types of development assistance. A set of international goals can act as a standard setting device at the national level, energizing domestic civil society to hold their government to an international standard to which the government has signed up. Thus the goals, targets and indicators can be used as devices for assessing performance of governments relative to international standards, which have possibly been tailored to local conditions. Finally, the standards can also, if quantified, be used to develop estimates of resources needed to achieve the goals and targets, although here there will need to be a clearer articulation of the causal links between instruments (which may be present in the discourse as indicators) and the goals and targets.
For the task of mobilizing civil society's and the polity's energies towards the development goals, targets and indicators, these will have to be developed and stated in a form that appeals to a wide audience. 23 There may be a tradeoff between targets and indicators that meet a high theoretical or conceptual standard, and between those that can appeal to a broad audience and can thus be the basis for mobilization. In what follows we will try to develop a set of indicators and targets for social protection as an instrument of poverty reduction which have general appeal but also correspond as closely as possible to rigorous conceptual foundations.
Social Protection and Poverty Reduction Around the World 24
Having argued that eliminating poverty, and addressing rising inequality and vulnerability will need to be a major part of the post-2015 development agenda, and that social protection is a key instrument to address these challenges, this section will set out the basic facts of social protection around the world. In particular, we will present quantitative estimates for the impact of social protection programs on poverty and inequality, which in turn depends on their efficiency and the adequacy of resources devoted to them. This factual account will then form the foundation for the next section, which presents 23 Gauri (2012) 24 This section draws on a longer forthcoming paper, Fiszbein, Kanbur and Yemtsov (2013) potential international standards and targets for social protection as an instrument for achieving poverty reduction.
We acknowledge upfront that poverty reduction is not the sole objective of social protection programs. However, in the context of the post-2015 agenda we prefer to retain the focus on a single goal (poverty reduction) to assess social protection programs. We focus the presentation on the first set of current MDG1 goals formulated in terms of poverty at the international "dollar a day" line (more exactly $1.25 per day per capita in 2005 PPP). The purpose of this is to show that the proposed recast of goals can be operationalized with the data at hand. But as most readers would know, a poverty line is in many ways an arbitrary cut off. For many (richer) countries the dollar a day line does not represent a meaningful standard. We thus also use a relative cut off, set at the upper boundary of the bottom quintile of consumption (so that poverty headcount is fixed at 20 percent in any country). And alongside impacts on these poverty measures we also look at the impacts of social protection on inequality. In order not to divert the attention from the primary focus on extreme poverty and the potential for its elimination, we reduce discussion of other measures to a minimum; the interested reader can find corresponding data in the annexes. We return to the broader set of measures for social protection when we discuss policy implications in the conclusion to this paper.
There are different types of social protection programs depending on their objectives and the risks they cover. Classifications abound, and we follow the most widespread typology that is accepted for the developing world.
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The objectives of these various social protection programs and their scale vary from country to country. Run by governments, NGOs or donors, these programs are typically designed to protect vulnerable households and individuals, help the poor and promote employment, while increasing social cohesion and reducing inequality. Social protection programs address different needs of different groups; hence it is no surprise that many countries adopt different forms of social protection, but some components are almost universally accepted as part of the social protection architecture.
In what follows we include as social protection programs for social insurance (contributory programs, principally pensions), labor markets (for example job training), and noncontributory social assistance programs (or social safety nets) which include humanitarian and disaster relief programs, cash transfers, food stamps, school feeding, in-kind transfers, labor-intensive public works, targeted food assistance, subsidies and fee waivers. Social insurance and labor market programs tend to benefit higher income groups, whereas social assistance programs generally (but not exclusively) focus on the most poor and vulnerable.
For example, by the year 2013 cash transfers are used in practically all developed, developing and emerging countries around the world and close to 1 billion people are covered by this type of protection.
26 School feeding programs, recently reviewed by the World Food Program and the World Bank, exist in 78 developing countries in the world and cover 270 million children.
27
25 See, for example, the World Bank's new Social Protection and Labor Strategy, World Bank (2012b) Public works at scale exist in over 50 countries.
26 Barrientos (2012) . Discussing the choice of specific instruments and their relative role in each country is beyond the scope of this paper; see World Bank (2012b) . 27 World Food Program school feeding global survey 2012.
But how do these programs compare to the size of population? Data from household surveys assembled by the World Bank in the resource called ASPIRE give a sense of coverage across countries.
28
FIGURE 1: PERCENT COVERED BY MAIN TYPES SOCIAL PROTECTION PROGRAMS BY REGIONS
Based on responses from households in nationally representative surveys, one can estimate what percent of a population is covered by different forms of social protection programs by regions ( Figure 1 ). We see that globally even though all developing countries seem to have some form of social protection, less than one half of the population benefits from it. Social protection of any sort reaches less than a quarter of the population in Sub-Africa. Despite South Asia's longer history of locally owned safety net programs, just over one third of population (and slightly more-40 percent of the poorest quintile as shown in Annex 3) is reached by any sort of social protection. Many countries have incomplete social protection systems with important instruments missing. But in some countries, such as Romania, Mongolia, Chile or Thailand, social protection covers close to 100 percent of their poorest and most of the population (see Annex 3).
(Percent of population receiving transfers from social protection program)
Source: World Bank SP Atlas of Social Protection (ASPIRE) -see Annex Table 3 for countries used for the calculations; country populations used as weights to expand to regions ' average 28 To look at the coverage by a whole set of social protection programs, their adequacy, and impacts on poverty and inequality, one needs household survey data that provides information on the poverty status of beneficiaries, as well as on the transfers from a variety of social protection programs. We rely on the World Bank's ASPIRE data set. It is based on household surveys that are relatively recent (after 2005), contain social protection questions or modules which allow the identification of beneficiaries of social programs, and are harmonized, and are available to the World Bank ( www.worldbank.org/spatlas). Among all countries in the developing world as of 2013 only 56 meet these criteria. The data includes 17 countries in Low-Income Groups, 20 in Lower middle-income and 15 in upper middle income (classification is from WB Atlas). In terms of regional break down 7 counties are in SubSaharan Africa (AFR), 8 in East Asia & Pacific (EAP), 17 in Eastern and Central Europe (ECA), 16 in Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC), 3 in the Middle East and northern Africa (MNA), and 7 in South Asia (SAR). The ASPIRE data set is expanding rapidly-this year 10 more countries will be added and another 15 are in the pipeline. See Annex 2 for list of countries and surveys used. How adequate are social protection transfers? Do they provide sufficient resources to the recipients to alleviate their poverty and avoid detrimental coping strategies? ASPIRE data can be used to compare average transfers received with the average consumption of its beneficiaries. Here also the variation across countries is large (Annex 3). Countries in Eastern Europe and Central Asia tend to provide generous support averaging 53 percent (that is, programs cover over one half of the consumption of people who receive it), while countries in Latin America seem to be calibrating their benefit systems to the scale of poverty gap and transfer on average 27 percent to the income of beneficiaries (the average poor person in these countries is about 25 percent below the poverty line). In Africa and developing Asia extreme values can be found, but for most countries with nascent systems it is very low. The lowest adequacy (less than 10 percent) regionally is South Asia and the Middle East and Northern Africa.
To sum up, most countries in the world use multiple social protection instruments, but their simple presence is not yet a sign of their effectiveness. The scale and coverage of social protection differ a great deal across countries. Hence their real impact on poverty and inequality is also likely to vary a lot.
Poverty impact of social protection programs
How can the impact of social protection on poverty and inequality be estimated? As argued earlier, social protection affects well-being through three channels of impact: first, direct reduction of income poverty through transfer of purchasing power to the beneficiaries, but also two other less direct channels, namely insurance/protection against risk or shocks (where the longer-term poverty consequences of a shock often decrease the "lifetime" poverty of the beneficiaries allowing them to recover better from these shocks); and "investment income" as additional returns or income from productive investment, and employment generated through the participation in social protection programs. Obviously, these three channels are co-existent, and any social protection program has effects on poverty and inequality along all three channels. For example, income security due to the receipt of regular transfers encourages beneficiaries to invest in higher risk but also higher return activities, or overcome market failures allowing them to invest in their human capital. There is mounting empirical evidence on the precise magnitude of such indirect impacts for the long-term income growth of the beneficiaries (reviewed in Alderman and Yemtsov 2013) . However, all of these studies typically cover the effect of one program in one country, and it is hard to generalize across the world.
To approach the issue of cross-country comparability and comprehensiveness, we limit our attention to just the first, direct, channel of transfer impact on the current wellbeing of beneficiaries. For this we use household survey information and compute what the household's income would be without the transfers it receives from social protection programs. Thus, generally the transfer value is subtracted from individual or household welfare 29 , providing a synthetic counterfactual. Of course these results are more indicative than authoritative since behavioral effects, for example, are not simulated.
30
29 Welfare is a measure of well-being, and is defined either as per capita income or consumption
In the short run, if households reduced their efforts to earn market income in response to income transfers through social protection, then this method would give an overestimate of the impact on poverty. Evidently any medium term improvements in household market income discussed above, imply that the direct assessment would be an underestimate of the poverty and inequality impact. It is difficult to know where exactly the balance would come out, but our estimates can provide an anchor for discussion and sensitivity analysis.
Using the ASPIRE dataset and an international poverty line of $1.25 per day per capita in PPP, Figure  2 below uses this simulation to estimate how many people are moved out of poverty as a result of social protection transfers (by income groups of countries) in the ASPIRE surveys. If these estimation from surveys in ASPIRE are extrapolated to the world population in developing and emerging countries, almost 150 million people worldwide are prevented from falling into extreme poverty thanks to social protection.
31 This is a sizeable dent in global poverty which counts 1.4 billion people (at $1.25 a day).
Taking the pre-transfer poverty headcount as the base, the average reduction in poverty across developing countries is about 45 percent. This impressive global impact differs across countries: it is largest in Eastern Europe and Central Asia and smallest in Sub-Saharan Africa, where only 1 percent of the population moves out of poverty thanks to social protection transfers. Turning now to differences across countries we see quite a large spread in terms of poverty reduction, even across countries belonging to the same income group or the same region: dollar a day poverty is reduced by 100 percent (it is eliminated) in several upper middle income countries in ECA (such as Romania or Poland), and in some low income country like Mongolia in EAP (see Annex 4). 31 This is based on assumption that 56 countries in ASPIRE are broadly representative of their regional peers currently not in the ASPIRE data set. If there is some correlation between the presence of data on social protection and real effort in providing social transfers, then extrapolating from surveys to countries without surveys will provide an overestimate of the number of people affected by social protection in the world. At the same time, since most surveys do not entirely capture all social protection programs in countries (for reasons of data collection costs), the ASPIRE itself may be underestimating the poverty impact of social protection in countries it covers. Thus there are forces pulling in opposite directions which tend to cancel each other out, giving us some confidenc at least for the range of estimates we produce, but it is difficult to know the net effect precisely. Poverty headcount reduction as % of pre-transfer poverty Poverty headcount reduction as % of population Figure 3 shows that typically it is in the poorest countries that the impact of social protection on poverty is the smallest, and arguably this is where it is needed the most. But at the same time countries that are close in poverty incidence achieve very different results in terms of poverty reduction: Georgia and Bolivia and next to each other on the graph, but without social protection Georgia would have a much higher poverty rate.
FIGURE 3: GRAPH OF POVERTY (POST-TRANSFER) AND POVERTY HEADCOUNT REDUCTION BY SOCIAL PROTECTION
Source: Authors based on ASPIRE, See Annex
There are several countries where absolute poverty measured by $ 1.25 a day standard is low or even zero, and hence the impact of social protection cannot be assessed. For this reason, the annexes give estimates of poverty impact not only for $1.25/day line, but also for a relative line with a cutoff of the bottom quintile.
The poverty headcount, while informative about the scale of poverty, does not characterize the nature of poverty: how deep and severe it might be, how far an average poor person is from the poverty line. The most intuitive measure for this is the total poverty gap-or the sum of the gaps between income and the poverty line for the poor in country. Using again the international poverty line of $1.25 and a simulation of social protection impacts we can see in Figure 4 that the impact of social transfers on this poverty measure is even greater than what we saw for the headcount (on average almost half of the poverty gap is eliminated). Once more countries differ a lot in how successfully they are closing the poverty gap. Some are eliminating it completely; some are making hardly a visible difference. The reduction of inequality as measured by the Gini index is also quite dramatic (Annex 4), even though properties of this measure of inequality mean that impacts will tend to be smaller: on average the Gini index is reduced by 10 percent by social protection programs, led by ECA averaging over 30 percent, while the other regions all experience a reduction of less than 5 percent in the Gini. Figure 5 shows a close relationship between the scale of inequality reduction and the poverty gap reduction by social protection programs, even though the relationship is not one-to one (in some countries inequality is even increasing as a result of social protection transfers-something impossible with our definition of poverty measures). Note that for several countries the standard of $1.25 / day as a poverty line means the complete elimination of poverty, while they achieve very different results in terms of inequality reduction (top of the right panel). Using relative cut-off (left panel) gives a closer relationship, and again shows much stronger effects on poverty than on inequality. In what follows we will focus on the poverty impact at the absolute $1.25/day line as the most direct and visible measure for social protection's contribution to eliminating extreme poverty. We have shown that social protection programs can have a significant impact on poverty. But there is considerable variation in poverty reduction performance of social protection programs across countries. What does this depend on? Intuitively, the impact will depend on two things-total funds available for transfers to the poor, and how well they are used. The decomposition can be represented clearly in the case where poverty is measured by the sum of the shortfalls of poor peoples' income from the poverty line, the poverty gap or PGAP (see Annex 1 for further explanation). The reduction in this poverty gap as a result of social protection programs, ∆PGAP, is then simply the total amount of transfers that go the poor, T p . Denoting all transfers to poor and non-poor as the transfer budget B, we can write the following:
FIGURE 5: GINI INDEX REDUCTION VS POVERTY GAP REDUCTION
In the above expression, the left hand side is the percentage reduction in the poverty gap. The first term on the right hand side is the ratio of transfers that go to the poor as fraction of all transfers (i.e. to both the poor and non-poor). This is a measure of the poverty reduction efficiency, also called the targeting efficiency, of the programs as a whole. It is also referred as the "benefit-cost ratio" (BCR), as it shows for each dollar of transfers (or "costs") what share goes to fill the poverty gap ("benefit"), and only poverty gap. 33 The BCR can take values from zero (the poor receive nothing), to one (all of the transfers are going to the poor and only to fill the poverty gap). The second term on the right hand side is the total transfers as compared to the full pre social protection transfer poverty gap. If this "budget ratio" is less than one, then even with perfect targeting the poverty gap cannot be filled. Evidently, the budget ratio can also have a value greater than one. The expression synthesizes the twin requirements for social protection to have an impact on poverty-adequate budget, and good targeting.
34
Annex 5 shows the percentage reduction in poverty gap, and its constituent parts in terms of poverty reduction efficiency and budgetary adequacy.
The adequacy of the social protection budgets varies extremely widely across countries. On average, countries' total transfer flows to beneficiaries from social protection amount to 26 times the poverty gap (as measured by international extreme poverty line of $1.25 /day). Thus, on average the support provided is well above what it takes to eliminate absolute poverty if poverty focus were perfect, or even sufficiently good. That of course is a reflection of the fact that for many countries the poverty line of $1.25 is a very low standard and represents a negligible fraction of GDP. But even for these countries, it is important to ascertain that the very poor are at least being helped. The median SP system is providing transfers 12 times the poverty gap. If properly targeted, benefits could lift the average poor out of poverty or at least bring her much closer to the poverty line, thereby reducing the poverty gap or even eliminating it completely.
Achieving such impacts depend not only on the adequacy of transfers, but also on how well the system is focused towards the poor. It is of course unrealistic to expect that the benefit-cost ratio for social protection will be anywhere near to 1. First, no real program is attempting to exactly close the 33 This measure obviously ignores administrative costs to run the program or any leakages or losses that occur before the program reaches to beneficiaries. It takes therefore "an ideal" view of the systems performance. Such administrative data are not easily available across a wide range of countries and programs. 34 The Annex 1 shows the formulae in full technical detail. poverty gap and just that. Transferring different amounts to beneficiaries depending on how close they are to the poverty line would mean giving different amounts to different poor people, which proves at times to be politically infeasible and administratively costly. Second, the objectives of the social protection programs may go beyond immediate consumption and short-term poverty eradication. Many elements of social protection are indeed not intended to be targeted to the actual poor, but to protect non-poor against the risk of becoming poor, or help the vulnerable to improve their resilience (e.g. contributory pensions, unemployment benefits, universal health insurance etc.). In the developing world represented by 56 countries in ASPIRE, only 23.6 percent of all social protection beneficiaries are present among the poorest quintile.
Nevertheless, important criterion for assessing the adequacy of any social protection program is its ability to alleviate poverty and ensure equity (see for instance Grosh et al's (2008) discussion of targeting efficiency). That is, while a BCR of 1 is an unattainable ideal benchmark, countries may ensure adequate protection of the poor and vulnerable by ensuring that at least some resources flow to the poor. And indeed, on average the BCR for the SP system as a whole is above zero, with a maximum value of 0.4 (the higher levels are achieved by countries as diverse as Timor-Leste, West Bank and Gaza and Rwanda) -meaning that for each dollar of transfer at least 40 cents is going to fill the poverty gap.
Even programs that are not specifically focused on the poor can achieve good performance in targeting the lower end of the income distribution. We examine this through ASPIRE, focusing on how well different types of programs reach the poorest quintile. Figure 6 shows the BCR varies across types of programs. With a mix of social protection programs some countries are achieving relatively high degrees of efficiency for some programs-the BCR is above 0.5 in almost 40 programs across countries. Figure 6 also shows that there is no specific association between program type and its efficiency in targeting the poor. The distribution of BCRs across social pensions, other cash transfers and in-kind programs is similar. CCTs tend to have higher efficiency in terms of filling poverty gaps, while "other" programs (typically subsidies or social services) tend to be less efficient. This comparison suggests that countries have a lot of space for increasing the poverty focus to achieve greater poverty reduction by changing the mix of programs they already have or by improving the targeting of their programs in line with better practice.
The decomposition of poverty impact into budgetary adequacy and targeting efficiency shows that adequacy and efficiency often move in opposite directions. Many countries have more than adequate budgets, but their efficiency is reduced by a very low BCR. Figure 7 summarizes this relationship using the $1.25 poverty line. The Figure suggests there is potential to increase the impact on poverty. On the one hand, some countries with high adequacy can increase efficiency, possibly through reallocation from less efficient programs. On the other hand countries with high efficiency can achieve greater impacts by expanding their programs and increasing adequacy. For countries with similar budget adequacy the BCR takes very different values: Vietnam achieves 4 time greater efficiency (BCR) than Guatemala with a comparable budget ratio. This suggests the BCR has considerable scope to improve the performance of the social protection systems in terms of their impacts on poverty and equity at every level of the spending. At the same time, countries at moderate levels of efficiency can also have very different degree of budgetary adequacy, leading to different performance on poverty reduction. The next section considers the impact on poverty reduction of improving efficiency at given levels of budget, and budgetary requirements for poverty reduction even at high levels of efficiency. This leads to consideration of where to set potential targets for social protection. 
Social Protection Targets for Poverty Reduction
The previous section has shown that social protection can have a major impact on poverty. Under certain assumptions, social protection can be argued to have prevented more than 150 million people from falling into poverty in 2010. There is, however, large variation across countries and programs in how much poverty reduction is accomplished. By looking at this variation, and in particular focusing on global best practice, this section suggests, in tentative fashion, some guidelines and perhaps targets for social protection programs within the post-2015 framework. These targets are based on the empirical assessment of performance of social protection programs in reducing poverty and simulations of how the poverty gap could be reduced further under greater levels of efficiency of existing expenditures. We will show that while in many countries increasing efficiency to global best practice levels is sufficient to achieve poverty reduction goals, in many other low and lower middle income countries additional expenditure will be needed. Greater efficiency can be achieved at the level of individual programs, as well as through reallocations from less to more efficient social protection programs. However, when those alternatives are not sufficient, the mobilization of additional resources will be needed to increase the budget envelope for social protection.
While social protection can clearly be a contributor to poverty reduction, it cannot be the whole story. Rising incomes of the poor, through rising productivity and economic growth, have to play their role. In this section we explore the implications of asking that social protection contribute a certain share of poverty reduction. Specifically, we will analyze the implications of what is needed for social protection to reduce the poverty gap by a half, leaving the other half to be filled by rising incomes associated with economic growth. Figure 4 in the previous section and Annex 5 present the percentage reduction of the poverty gap accounted for by social protection transfers for 47 countries for which have data, ranked from lowest to highest. The mean reduction is 45 percent and the median is 38 percent. These results suggest that a contribution of 50 percent to poverty reduction seems a reasonable goal for social protection to achieve. What would this take? Of our 47 countries, 19 countries are already achieving better than this standard, but there are 28 countries where social protection could do more. How much more, and through what means? Figure 8 presents the benefit-cost ratio (BCR), defined as the poverty gap reduction per unit of total transfers, for 47 countries ranked from lowest to highest for four country income groupings: (Low Income Countries (LIC), Lower Middle Income Countries (LMIC), Upper Middle Income Countries (UMIC), and High Income Countries (HIC). The overall mean for the BCR is 8.2 percent while the median is 4.9 percent. These are very low, but there are countries where the ratio is much better. Specifically, the average benefit-cost ratio for the best 12 countries (top 25 percent of the countries) is 21.7 percent. At the maximum, the best value for a country is 40 percent. We can thus ask what would happen if countries had poverty reduction efficiency no lower than these levels which are actually observed. Annex 6 presents the impact of social protection on poverty reduction with same budget but at different levels of poverty alleviation efficiency, for all the countries in ASPIRE grouped by income level. The four scenarios are (i) the baseline, with actual efficiency in the country, (ii) if efficiency is lower than the global average, raise it to the global average, (iii) if efficiency is lower than the average of the top quartile of efficiencies, raise it o that level, and (iv) raise efficiency to the observed global maximum. Figure 10 shows for what percentage of countries in each income grouping this sequence of raising efficiency succeeds in attaining the target of halving the poverty gap through social protection.
As seen in Figure 10 , with the current BCR of each country (the baseline), 40 percent of countries meet the poverty reduction target for social protection that is proposed in this paper. This increases to 59 percent of countries meeting the target when using the mean benefit-cost ratio of all the countries
Source: Authors calculations
Source: Authors calculations (0.082), 70 percent of countries when using the BCR of the top quartile (0.217), and 76 percent of countries when using the somewhat unrealistic maximum value (0.400). In LICs, even with increased efficiency to the maximum (0.4), the fiscal resources are insufficient in more than half of countries, suggesting a need to reallocate existing non-social protection expenditure and/or mobilize additional budgetary resources.
BCR -mean BCR -top 25% FIGURE 8: BENEFIT-COST RATIOS, BY COUNTRY INCOME GROUPINGS FIGURE 9: BUDGET AS A PERCENT OF POVERTY GAP, BY COUNTRY INCOME GROUPINGS FIGURE 10: PERCENT COUNTRIES ACHIEVING POVERTY REDUCTION TARGET WITH BCR SCENARIOS, BY INCOME GROUPING
Source: Authors' calculations
For countries where efficiency gains alone are not sufficient, raising the social protection budget will have to be an important part of the social protection strategy and for achieving the poverty target. Figure 9 gives the ratio of the budget to the poverty gap for our countries in ascending order, grouped by income level. Most striking is how much lower the budget ratios are for low and lower middle income countries as compared to upper middle countries. The disparity is a function of larger poverty gaps on average coupled with smaller budgets to address these gaps in lower income countries.
As can be seen in Figure 11 , there is considerable scope to increase the social protection budget level without raising the overall fiscal envelope. The figure shows the current spending on social safety net programs (SSN, dark blue), Energy Subsidies (red), and 'new SSN spending' (light blue), where the new spending assumes that 50 percent of energy subsidies, which are often the least efficient for poverty reduction, are re-allocated to SSNs. The potential increase in SSN spending is considerable, as in every developing country region except for Europe and Central Asia and Latin America, spending on energy subsidies exceeds that on social safety nets. In many countries, a reallocation of generally untargeted and inefficient energy subsidies, which can be particularly costly when energy prices are high, to transfers with stronger effects on poverty is feasible without having to increase overall spending. 35 Of course not all countries subsidize energy, while others may have very limited fiscal capacity, and in these cases additional resources may be necessary to achieve their poverty reduction targets. 35 A number of countries are now implementing or considering such an approach. As this paper has shown, countries can reach the poverty reduction target of 50 percent through social protection by either increasing generosity or the efficiency of public expenditure. Having used different scenarios for efficiency, we have shown that many countries can achieve the poverty target. This is not the case for all countries, particularly Low Income and Lower Middle Income countries. In these countries, the budget for social protection likely needs to be increased, though importantly this often does not require increasing the overall public expenditure envelope and may be achieved through fiscal reallocation.
Conclusion
In this paper we argue that social protection must be an integral part of the post-2015 MDG framework. While acknowledging that social protection could be conceived as a development goal in itself, we have followed an essentially instrumental perspective in our approach. The evidence from across the developing world is clear: social protection programs have resulted in (often significant) reductions in poverty -and their absence constitutes a potentially serious threat to efforts to end poverty. More generally, they can contribute to improving equity, reducing income inequality and enhancing opportunities along the income distribution. We have also shown that this proposed role of social protection is realistic. In other words, it is within the reach of a majority of developing countries. The importance of this finding should not be minimized. At the time the original MDGs were formulated few could have argued, on the basis of evidence, this was a realistic target. But the last decade has seen a dramatic expansion in the number and size of social protection programs, particularly targeted cash transfers, across the developing world.
The simulations we have presented in Section 4 are based on simple assumptions. We focused on the most extreme form of poverty (i.e. a poverty line of $1.25 per day in PPP terms) and considered a somewhat arbitrary (albeit intuitive) target of assigning social protection programs the job of cutting the poverty gap in half. Different assumptions (a higher poverty line, a relative -rather than an absolutepoverty line, a more or less ambitious target) would naturally affect the specific results. Inequality (or vulnerability) rather than poverty may be used as the key evaluative criteria. We welcome a debate on the 'right' assumptions -and plan to conduct further work exploring the implications of alternative assumptions. This paper provides a (data-driven) framework under which those debates can take place in a fruitful manner.
In this paper, the impact of social protection on poverty is taken as simple mechanical filling of the poverty gap by a transfer. While simplistic -and even problematic from a policy perspective-the framework allows us to highlight the centrality of policy decisions regarding the level and share of government budgets reaching the poor and vulnerable (i.e. those in most need of social protection), however one defines those categories.
As shown in Section 4 in many developing countries current levels of social protection spending allow the pursuit of poverty reduction goals. How? First, by seeking improvements in the efficiency of all programs. This implies an emphasis on reforms that reduce administration costs (including leakages of different types) and increase the share of the budget reaching the hands of intended beneficiaries. Consolidation of small programs into larger ones using a systems approach is often one way in which such improvements can be achieved. The use of new information and communication technologies (including in low income country settings) and enhanced accountability mechanisms provides useful entry points for such reforms.
Second, by rationalizing (often overlapping) programs seeking to provide protection to similar target populations. Indeed, poverty reduction (or other) impacts can vary significantly across programs (both within and across countries). Shifts from in-kind to cash transfers is often one way to rationalize already acceptable levels of social protection spending.
Third, through a more careful focusing of fiscal resources to those more in need of social protection. This would often require shifting resources across social protection programs. In our view, such discussions on coverage of social protection programs ('who is covered and why') needs to be more nuanced by asking questions such as if the groups are in fact the most vulnerable and poorest, versus basing this on ideolology or 'common sense'. A strong example is the elderly who are often not the poorest group in a country, and that social assistance may be better spent on children -even though political and cultural values may dictate otherwise. Answers to these questions will, naturally, depend on the goals society is willing to prioritize (e.g. the minimum level of income needed to achieve acceptable standards of living). Nonetheless, discussions on coverage (including in the context of 'social floor' proposals) cannot avoid dealing with such trade-offs without running the risk of placing social protection on an unsutainable path.
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Improving individual program efficiency, rationalizing duplicative programs and prioritizing the use of fiscal resources on the basis of both equity and efficiency considerations are the core of efforts to strengthen social protection systems.
In many countries, however, current levels of social protection spending are insufficient (even under the most optimistic assumptions regarding targeting efficiency) to enable a significant impact on poverty, let alone broader equity objectives. Increasing budgets for social protection programs can, in many of those countries, conceivably be done by shifting resources away from often large, badly targeted and otherwise distortive generalized subsidies. A prime example are fossil fuel subsidies. A recent IMF study 37 Of course, country conditions will vary and the right (and politically feasible) response will most likely differ across countries. However, the evidence reviewed in this paper strongly suggests that social protection cannot and should not remain as the silent partner to the new set of development goals the international community is currently debating.
documents the extent of such subsidies. Even in Sub-Saharan Africa (which accounts for only about 4 percent of global energy subsidies), subsidies amount to 1½ percent of regional GDP or 5½ percent of total government revenues, with electricity subsidies accounting for over 70 percent. It is hard not to see the potential for subsidy reform enabling the necessary increase in social protection. 36 In this paper we have not delve into the intricacies of how to design social protection programs. Considerations such as the need to set payment levels to both ensure adequacy and avoid savings and labor market distortions, or the need to define graduation policies that avoid perverse incentives remain at the core of the policy discussions. 37 IMF (2013) http://www.imf.org/external/np/pp/eng/2013/012813.pdf
Annex 1: Measuring the Effect of Social Protection on Poverty 38
The well-known FGT (Foster, Greer and Thorbecke, 1984) class of poverty indices is given by
where z is the poverty line; y i is income for person i; and (z-y i ) is the "poverty gap" for person i -the difference between her income and the poverty line -expressed as a share of income at the poverty line in the above formula. When α =0, we get the "headcount" poverty measure, the fraction of population below the poverty line. If =1, then NzP(1)PGA is simply the amount of money needed to eliminate poverty with perfect targeting so that the poor and only the poor receive transfers.
Let t i be the amount of transfer that person i receives through the programs of interest. Then if all transfers were ended the income measure for each person would be y i -t i . Comparing the actual poverty with the poverty measure based on y i -t i is one measure of the poverty impact of social protection, assuming no behavioral responses. Alternatives could be tried with the counterfactual income y i -kt i for different values of k (for example, 0.5).
For the PGAP measure (ie forα =1), we can write :
where T p is transfers to the poor, and B is transfers to the poor and the non-poor, in other words the total transfer budget. 
